


i

Table of Contents
List of Acronyms . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . iii
Executive Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . iv
Five-Year Summary Form . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . v

I. Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1

II. Site Chronology . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2

III. Background . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3
Physical Characteristics . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3
Land and Resource Use . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3
History of Contamination . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3
Initial Response . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4
Basis for Taking Action . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4

IV. Remedial Actions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4
Remedy Selection . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4
Remedy Implementation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5
System Operation/Operation and Maintenance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5

V. Progress Since Last 5-Year Review . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5

VI. Five-Year Review Process . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5
Administrative Components . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5
Community Involvement . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5
Document Review . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6
Data Review . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6
Site Inspection . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6
Interviews . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7

VII. Technical Assessment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7
Question A: Is the Remedy Functioning as intended by the 

         decision documents? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7
Question B: Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, 

        cleanup levels, and remedial action objectives (RAOs)
         used at the time of the remedy still valid? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7

Question C: Has any other information come to light that could
         Call into question the protectiveness of the remedy? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8

Technical Assessment Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8

VIII. Issues . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8



ii

IX. Recommendations and Follow-up Actions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8

X. Protectiveness Statement . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9

XI. Next Review . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9

Tables  

Table 1 - Results of Surface Water Analysis
Table 2 - Results of Soil Analysis

Figures

Figure 1 - Site Location Map
Figure 2 - Site Area Map
Figure 3 - Historic Features Map
Figure 4 - Soil Treatment Areas
Figure 5 - Five-Year Review Surface Water and Soil Sampling Locations

Appendices

Appendix A - KDHE Public Information Office News Release Record
Appendix B - Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklist
Appendix C - Soil Boring Logs
Appendix D - Kansas Department of Health and Environment Laboratory Chain-of-Custody
Forms
Appendix E - Kansas Department of Health and Environment Laboratory Reports-of-Analysis 



iii

List of Acronyms

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act
EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
ESD Explanation of Significant Difference
FY Fiscal Year
KDHE/BER Kansas Department of Health and Environment/Bureau of Environmental

Remediation
KDHEL Kansas Department of Health and Environment Laboratories
NCP National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan
NPL National Priority List
OU Operable Unit
pH Power of hydrogen (negative log base 10 of the hydrogen ion concentration)
RA Remedial Action
RAOs Remedial Action Objectives
RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
ROD Record of Decision
SARA Superfund Amendment Reauthorization Act
SSC State Superfund Contract



iv

Executive Summary

The remedy for the Arkansas City Dump Superfund Site in Arkansas City, Kansas called for
neutralization and stabilization of acid waste, covering the treated waste with a vegetative cap, and
using institutional controls to prevent future disturbance of the waste. The site achieved construction
completion on September 8, 1992.  The first 5-year review report was signed by the EPA Superfund
Division Director, Michael J. Sanderson, on August 22, 1997.  This second 5-year review was
initiated for completion within five years of the first 5-year review.

The assessment of this 5-year review reached the same conclusions as the previous 5-year
review.  That assessment is that the remedy was constructed in accordance with the requirements of
the Record of Decision (ROD).  A second Record of Decision  was issued to express the
determination that the remedy expressed in the ROD for Operable Unit 1 (OU 1) was sufficient to
provide protectiveness for the entire site and no additional actions were required.  Threats relative
to CERCLA appear to have been remediated, although refinery-related waste has been left in place
at the site.  The site has been removed from the National Priority List (NPL).  This document
recommends that a third five-year review be completed in 2007.  If after the third five-year review,
and confirmation through sampling that the acid waste is neutralized, it may be recommended that
no additional 5-year reviews be conducted.
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5-Year Review Summary Form

SITE IDENTIFICATION

Site name (from WasteLAN): Arkansas City Dump

EPA ID (from WasteLAN): KSD980500789

Region :  7 State: KS City/County: Arkansas City/Cowley

SITE STATUS

NPL status: ____Final        X Deleted _______ Other (specify)

Remediation status (choose all that apply) _____Under Construction _____Operating      X Complete

Multiple OUs?   ___YES   X NO Construction Completion Date     9 /08/1992

Has site been put into reuse ____YES     X NO

REVIEW STATUS

Lead agency:        EPA   X   State ___Tribe ___Other Federal Agency ________________

Author name: Robert J. Weber

Author title: Environmental Geologist Author affiliation: Kansas Dept. of Health and
Env.

Review Period: May 2002 to August 2002

Date(s) of site inspection:  5/1/02 and 7/3/02

Type of review:
                                                   X Post SARA   ____Pre-SARA ___NPL-Removal Only
                                                ___Non-NPL Remedial Action Site ___NPL State/Tribe-lead
                                                ___Regional Discretion

Review number: ___1 (first)     X   2 (second) ____3 (third) ___Other (specify)

Triggering Action:

___Actual RA On-site Construction at OU #__      ___Actual RA Start at OU# ___
___Construction Completion                                     X Previous Five-Year Review Report
___Other (specify)

Triggering action date(from WasteLAN) 8/22/1997

Due date (five years after triggering action date): 8/22/2002
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Five-Year Review Summary Form, cont’d.

Issues:

No issues are present at the site.  The site is well maintained and all posting is in place.  The
cover appears to be in good condition.  A gravel drive that was present on as-built drawings is
located over a portion of the northern cover, but no settling has been observed.  The site has been
mowed and is unused.

Recommendations and Follow-up Actions:

Hazards at this site have been remediated.  There are still remaining solid waste issues with
the material buried at the site.  The city, in coordination with the state, will continue to monitor this
as it would any other non-hazardous solid waste landfill. The city’s restrictions currently in place
will enable the city to deal with any continuing aesthetic or non-hazardous solid waste issues.  Any
future use of the site should be compatible with these issues.  KDHE/BER will issue the city a letter
transmitting these conclusions and recommendations and attach a copy of this Five-Year Review
Report.

Given the waste remaining in place, KDHE/BER recommends an additional Five-Year
Review.  At the time of the future Five-Year Review and assuming that the waste is confirmed to
be neutralized, a determination can be made whether or not to discontinue future Five-Year Reviews.

Protectiveness Statement(s):

Immediate threats at the site have been addressed and the remedy is protective of human
health and the environment.  The acid hazardous waste has been neutralized via the remedial action.
No additional threat from CERCLA hazardous wastes is known to be present.

Long-term Protectiveness:

The long-term protectiveness of the Remedial Action was demonstrated during the previous
Five-Year Review.  Conditions have not changed and the site remains protective and there are no
foreseeable conditions that will result in the Remedial Action failing.  Remedial action objectives
have been achieved and the long-term protectiveness of the site is assured.

Other Comments:

No other comments required.
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Arkansas City Dump Superfund Site
Arkansas City, Kansas

Second/Final Five-Year Review Report

I. Introduction

The purpose of the Five-Year Review is to determine whether the remedy at a site is
protective of human health and the environment.  The methods, findings, and conclusions of reviews
are documented in Five-Year Review reports.  In addition, Five-Year Review reports identify issues
found during the review, if any, and identify recommendations to address them.

This Five-Year Review report is prepared pursuant to CERCLA §121 and the National
Contingency Plan (NCP).  CERCLA §121 states:

If the President selects a remedial action that results in any hazardous substances,
pollutants, or contaminants remaining at the site, the President shall review such remedial
action no less often than each five years after the initiation of such remedial action to assure
that human health and the environment are being protected by the remedial action being
implemented. In addition, if upon such review it is the judgement of the President that action
is appropriate at such site in accordance with section [104] or [106], the President shall
take or require such action. The President shall report to the Congress a list of facilities for
which such review is required, the results of all such reviews.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) interpreted this requirement further in the
NCP; 40 CFR §300.430(f)(4)(ii) states:

If a remedial action is selected that results in hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants remaining at the site above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted
exposure, the lead agency shall review such action no less often than every five years after
the initiation of the selected remedial action.

In coordination with EPA, the Kansas Department of Health and Environment/Bureau of
Environmental Remediation (KDHE/BER) conducted the second Five-Year Review of the remedy
implemented at the Arkansas City Dump Superfund Site in Arkansas City, Kansas.  This review was
conducted by the state’s project manager for the site from May through July 2002.  This report
documents the results of the review.

This is the second Five-Year Review of the Arkansas City Dump Site.  The triggering action
for this statutory review is the date of the previous Five-Year Review dated August 22, 1997. 
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II. Site Chronology

A chronology of site events is presented below in tabular format.

Event Date

Milliken Company operated Oil Refinery on site 1916-1925

Fire destroyed much of the refinery 1925

Others continued using the refinery and cracking plant 1925-1931

Unregulated disposal of domestic and solid waste intermittently 1931-1981

Site proposed for NPL 12/30/1982

Final listing on NPL 09/08/1983

First Remedial Investigation completed 04/01/1983

Second Remedial Investigation completed 08/30/1986

Record of Decision OU 1 09/29/1988

Proposed Plan document prepared for OU 2 ROD 08/04/1989

Record of Decision OU 2 Final Decision 09/21/1989

Remedial Design complete 09/10/1991

Remedial Action commences 09/10/1991

Award of Contract 09/10/1991 - Start of Remedial Action -5 year review 
trigger

09/10/1991

RA physical construction completed 08/12/1992

Pre-Final Inspection 08/19/1992

Close Out Report signed (Construction Completion Achieved) 09/08/1992

Site Deleted from NPL 03/01/1996

 First Five-Year Review Completed 08/22/1997
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III. Background

Physical Characteristics

The Arkansas City Dump site consists of approximately 200 acres.  Only an area of
approximately three acres required treatment.  The site is in the western portion of Arkansas City,
Kansas adjacent to the Arkansas River and Highway 166 (also known as Madison Street).  Figures
1 and 2 present the location of the site.  Arkansas City is a city of about 12,500 residents located in
Cowley County.  Most of the site and all of the portion where remediation was required is located
south of Madison Street.  A small deposit of sludge that was not acidic and did not require treatment
was found beneath the surface immediately north of Madison Street, also adjacent to the river.   The
land that contains the treated soil is owned by Sybrant Warehouse and the City of Arkansas City.

Land and Resource Use

From 1916 to 1931 the primary use of the site was as an oil refinery and cracking plant.
From 1931 to 1981 the site was generally abandoned and the major activity was unregulated
dumping of domestic and solid waste.  Figure 3 presents the general historic features of the site.
Some small businesses have occupied portions of the site but the remediated waste cells occupy
portions of the site that have not been used since the abandonment.  Superfund regulated waste was
treated during the remedial action.  Figure 4 presents the areas of treated waste.  Petroleum products
remain at the site but these are excluded from the regulatory authority of CERCLA.  The cells where
the acid waste was neutralized, i.e. where the remedial action took place, are covered with a
vegetative cap and clearly posted with signs.  

The acid waste subject to CERCLA authorities has been remediated.  Groundwater was not
a CERCLA issue at this site.  Petroleum products in soil and groundwater within the site area, if
determined to pose a threat to human health and the environment, may be addressed by a state
program.

History of Contamination

The oil refinery operations at the Arkansas City Dump site resulted in two principal waste
types.  Only one of these waste types was subject to the CERCLA regulations the other relates to
petroleum products which are specifically excluded from the CERCLA authority.  The refining
operations generated acidic sludge wastes, which were buried on the site, or simply abandoned at
the ground surface.  Some of the wastes were acidic enough to be classified as hazardous wastes
because of their low pH under the Resource Conservation And Recovery Act (RCRA).  Also, some
of these waste are also identified as process hazardous wastes under RCRA.  The  Superfund
remedial action addressed these types of releases.
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Initial Response

Only one response action was undertaken at this site.  The original plan was to initiate action
to stabilize the acidic sludge under Operable Unit 1 (OU 1) and develop a final remedy to address
all issues at the site under Operable Unit 2 (OU 2).  Once the initial action (OU 1) was completed
it was determined that no action would be required for OU 2, therefore OU 2 was a no action Record
of Decision.

Basis for Taking Action

The sole basis for taking action at this site under CERCLA authorities was that the wastes
on site were acidic enough to be classified as hazardous wastes because of their low pH under
RCRA.  Exposures to soil from the site were associated with a risk due to the low pH of the acidic
waste buried at the site.  Other risks at the site were due to substances falling under the petroleum
exclusion of CERCLA/SARA.

IV. Remedial Actions

Remedy Selection

The remedy for the site was selected in the Record of Decision (ROD) signed on 9/29/88 by
the EPA Regional Administrator, Morris Kay.  An Explanation of Significant Difference (ESD) for
the first ROD was implemented to accommodate a technical difficulty in executing the original
ROD.  This did not affect the remedy or the outcome of the remedy only the technical and physical
means of implementation.  A subsequent Record of Decision for the remainder of the site, signed
on 9/19/89, was a no action ROD.  The determination that no additional action was required was
based on the limited authority under CERCLA/SARA to deal with contaminants designated under
the petroleum exclusion.  Thus the OU 1 remedial action is the only action that is to be involved with
the five-year review.  The 1988 ROD did not specifically state the Remedial Action Objectives, but
from context they are as follows:

• Neutralize acid sludge to render the sludge non-hazardous.

• Use a technique for neutralizing sludge to minimize or eliminate the release of sulfur 
dioxide gas.

• Cover treated sludge to prevent any contact with neutralized sludge in the case some hazard
remains as a result of incomplete neutralization.

• Initiate institutional controls that prohibit actions that would impact the neutralized sludge
in the future.

The institutional controls were initially required to ensure that the treated material was not
disturbed. Additional study of the remainder of the site to determine if there was other CERCLA
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waste that required treatment made it prudent to restrict access.  As it turned out later, the
determination was made that there was no other CERCLA waste other than the acidic sludge.  The
institutional controls were not immediately lifted in order to ensure that all of the CERCLA waste
had been neutralized.  Investigations completed during the first five-year review demonstrated that
CERCLA waste had been neutralized.

Remedy Implementation

This was an EPA fund-lead site.  Once the execution of the site-specific State Superfund
Contract (SSC) for the site was complete, the action was initiated.  The SSC was completed on
September 23, 1991. Remedial action began in December of 1992. The selected remedy incorporated
exposing small portions of the acid sludge and mixing a strong base, lime, with the sludge to
neutralize the sludge.  After mixing the sludge was then covered and a new quantity of acid sludge
was exposed for neutralization.  This process greatly reduced the amount of sulfur dioxide released
to the atmosphere and thus improved the quality from not only a health perspective but from an
aesthetic one as well. Once the acidic sludge was neutralized, a cover to allow vegetation was placed
over the treated area.

System Operation/Operation and Maintenance

There has been no need for an ongoing Operations and Maintenance function other than
mowing and inspection of the cover.  The city has maintained the site under an agreement with the
State of Kansas.

I. Progress Since Last Five-Year Review

Since the last five-year review, the site has been deleted from the NPL.  The cover remains
effective, there is no evidence that there has been any change in the site since the last five-year
review, and the institutional controls are still intact.  No additional activity has been performed at
the site.

II. Five-Year Review Process

Administrative Component

In the Spring of FY 2002 the site was reassigned to Robert J. Weber of KDHE/BER, with
the sole purpose of ensuring that the upcoming Five-Year Review was completed.  The Five-Year
Review was initiated with a file review and site visits on May 1 and July 3, 2002 and was completed
with the signing of the five-year review report with a signature page attached to this report.

Community Involvement

A notice was submitted by the KDHE Public Information Office on June 28, 2002 to
Sedgwick and Cowley County media including the Associated Press, the Harris News Service, the
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Kansas Information Network/WIBW Radio, and the Mid-America News Network.  The local
newspaper, The Arkansas City Traveler, published the notice on July 1, 2002.   The community was
notified that a Five-Year review was being conducted for the Arkansas City Dump.  A brief
description and location of the site along with work to be performed was provided. Contact
information was provided should any community members wish to obtain more information or
participate in the Five-Year Review.  A copy of the notice is attached as Appendix A.

Document Review

Documents reviewed for this Five-Year Review by EPA and KDHE/BER included the ROD
for OU 1, the No Action ROD for OU2, the previous five-year review report, and the NPL deletion
package for the site. 

Data Review

No new data has been developed since the last Five-Year Review.  Previous file data was
reviewed to determine whether there was reason to believe that additional data was required.  It was
determined that the data at hand were sufficient.

Site Inspection

Site inspections were carried out on May 1 and July 3, 2002.  A copy of the Five-Year
Review Site Inspection Checklist is attached as Appendix B.  During the first site inspection on May
1, 2002, the project manager visited the site to get a general overview of the location and determine
the condition of the cover as well as the activities on and around the site.  The site cover was intact
and vegetated, with no evidence of significant erosion.  The site remains unoccupied.  There does
not appear to be any immediate likelihood for the site or its immediate area to undergo any
significant land use change in the foreseeable future.  There is no evidence that any of the
institutional controls for the site have been violated.  A second site inspection visit was performed
on July 3, 2002 during soil sampling activities.  The second site inspection confirmed the
observations of the first site inspection.  

During the first site visit, surface water samples were collected for onsite pH analysis.
Whatman pH test strips were immersed in the surface water for one minute.  The test strips were then
removed and compared to a colorimetric slide for the appropriate pH value.  Figure 5 presents the
locations of surface water sampling.   The pH analysis results were 7 for each sample collected.
Table 1 presents the results of surface water onsite analysis.  Each location was sampled twice to
confirm the previous result.  Based on the results in Table 1, no acidic surface waters were observed
onsite.

During the second site visit, soil samples were collected for offsite laboratory analysis.  A
KDHE/BER Geoprobe 5400 drilling rig was used to advance a four-foot Macro core sampler with
a single-use disposable acetate sample liner into the treated waste.  The vertical soil profile was
visually logged from ground surface to the total depth, 12 feet, of each boring.   Soil boring logs are



7

provided in Appendix C. Upon completion of soil sampling activities, soil borings were plugged
with bentonite.  Soil samples were collected from the four-to-five-foot depth interval and the nine-to-
ten-foot depth interval.  Samples were transferred from the acetate sample liner into laboratory-
provided containers.  The containers were labeled, placed into individual plastic bags, stored in a
cooler with ice, and delivered to KDHE Laboratories (KDHEL) on the same day under chain-of-
custody protocol.  Copies of the KDHEL chain-of-custody forms are provided in Appendix D.  The
results of pH soil analysis indicate that the remedy is performing as designed.  Values of pH in soil
ranged from 6.30 to 12.47.  RCRA guidelines consider wastes that have pH values of less than 2 or
greater than 12.5 to be corrosive and hazardous.  No samples collected for pH analyses exceeded
these ranges.  Table 2 and Appendix E present the results of soil pH analysis. 

Interviews

During the site inspections, the project manager interviewed city employees.  There was
general agreement that the site had remained undisturbed.  They also indicated that the site would
not be subject to pressure for use change in the near future.  The community as a whole is not in a
cycle of growth and there are additional more desirable lands for development if the trend shifts
towards the positive.  

III. Technical Assessment

Question A: Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision documents?

The neutralization of the acid sludge prescribed in the ROD for OU 1 was accomplished at
the time of the remedial action.  No additional activity was/is necessary to treat that
contaminant/hazard.  The ROD for OU 2 called for no additional action.  The institutional controls
were established in OU 1 until the actions expected to be prescribed in OU 2 could be implemented.
The ROD for OU 2 called for no further action, however the institutional controls are still in place
and functioning,.

Since no additional action is required at this site there is no opportunity for system 
optimization.

Question B: Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels, and remedial action
objectives (RAOs) used at the time of the remedy selection still valid?

There have been no changes in the physical conditions at the site that would affect the
protectiveness of the remedy. Nor have there been any changes in the relative standards, exposure
pathways, toxicity or other contaminant characteristics that would change the decisions previously
made.  
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Question C: Has any other information come to light that could call into question the
protectiveness of the remedy?

There has not been any information that has come to light that would call into question the
protectiveness of the remedy.

Technical Assessment Summary

Based on the data reviewed, the site inspections, and interviews, the remedy is functioning
as intended in the ROD.  There have been no changes to the site that would affect the protectiveness
of the remedy.  There is no other information that calls into question the protectiveness of the
remedy.

IV. Issues

There are no issues concerning this remedy.

V. Recommendations and Follow-Up Actions

KDHE/BER recommends performing an additional Five-Year Review prior to discontinuing
the Five-Year Review process at the site.  At the time of the future Five-Year Review, if no new
findings are presented that determine the site to be unprotective of human health and the
environment, the site will be proposed to be removed from the Five-Year Review process.  This
decision will be based on the continued validity of the following findings.

• No CERCLA hazardous substance remains at this site
• The site has been de-listed from the NPL
• Previous five-year review has not identified any potential for adverse effect on the

public health or the environment, due to any contaminant subject to CERCLA
authority.

• Current Five-Year Review has similar findings to previous Five-Year Review

KDHE/BER recommends that City of Arkansas City retain institutional controls at site. This
recommendation is based on the following.

• Solid waste is buried at the site
• Disturbing solid waste may result in odor problems
• Disturbing solid waste may result in aesthetic problems
• There may be some unknown hazardous components to the solid waste

• Some petroleum product waste is most likely still present
• Currently contained contaminants may be mobilized by disturbance
• Odor problems may result from disturbance
• Change in situation may result in greater infiltration
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• Disruption of cap may result in a change of conditions that will disturb the
natural attenuation process currently containing petroleum products on site.

X. Protectiveness Statement

The remedy is protective of human health and the environment.  No CERCLA regulated
contaminants are known to remain on site.  The threats that can be addressed by CERCLA have been
removed and the RAOs have been met.  No additional action is required. Therefore: “Because the
remedial actions at all OUs are protective, the site is protective of human health and the
environment.”

XI. Next Review

The next Five-Year Review is to be completed five years after the signature date of this five
year review.








































































































































